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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 
1 . Claims 1-21 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 1 : 

At line 1, the phrase "What is claimed is: " should be deleted. 

At line 14, the use of parenthesis "( ... )" should be avoided because it is not 
clear whether any limitation inside the parenthesis Is actually being claimed. 

At line 14, the use of capitalization of a term "DEFECTS" should also be avoided 
because it is not clear whether a capitalized word signifies a meaning other than the 
general meaning without the capitalization. 

At lines 10-14, It is still not clear how a minimum amount of the post production 
test required can be determined in order to achieve optimum reliability of the integrated 
circuit (IC) based on the number of defective cells or active elements containing 
defective cells. 

Claim 7: 

At lines 10-14, it Is still not clear how a control means can detemiine a minimum 
amount of the post production test required in order to achieve optimum reliability of the 
IC even based on the number of defective cells or active elements containing defective 
cells. 
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Claim 1 1 : 

At line 2, the word "stress" should be deleted. 
Claim 13: 

At lines 7-1 1 , it is still not clear how a control means can determine a minimum 
amount of the post production test required in order to achieve optimum reliability of the 
IC even based upon the accumulated count. 
Claim 16: 

At lines 7-9 and 10, the use of capitalization of a term "DEFECTS" should also be 
avoided because it is not clear whether a capitalized word signifies a meaning other 
than the general meaning without the capitalization. 

At lines 11-14, it is still not dear how a minimum amount of the post production 
test required can be determined in order to achieve optimum reliability of the IC based 
on the number of defective cells or active elements containing defective cells. 
Claim 19: 

At lines 10-14, it is still not clear in what explicitly way is to be consider as 
accurately determining a minimum amount of the post production test required in order 
to achieve optimum reliability of the IC using the location. 
Claims 2-6. 8-10. 12. 14-15. 17-18 and 20-21: 

These claims are objected because they depend on claims 1, 7, 13, 16 and 19 
and contain the same problems of indefiniteness. 



Appropriate correction is required. 
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2. The following rejections are based on the best understanding of the claimed 
Invention by the examiner in view of the ambiguities that exist in the claims as 
mentioned above (supra Ijl). 
3. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
Invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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6. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hill 
etal. (6,141,779 and Hill hereinafter). 

Claim 1 : 

Hill teaches the invention substantially as claimed. Hill teaches (figures 1 & 3) 
that an IC (125) includes a built-in self-test (BIST) engine (130) for testing memory array 
(102) for faults. The BIST engine (1 30) is hardware for controlling the execution of on- 
chip memory tests that are designed to detect and locate failures in cells (104) of 
memory array 9102). The BIST engine (130) generates test patterns and 
corresponding expected output data for memory 9100). A comparator (132) compares 
the output data DATA_OUT [0:N-1] with the expected data value present in expected 
data register (140). If comparator (132) detects a bit mismatch, the corresponding bit in 
sticky compare register (142) which also con-esponds to the column in memory array 
(102) that generated the mismatch, is set to a "1". Upon completion of the BIST test, 
each "1" in sticky compare register (142) corresponds to a column in the memory array 
(1 02) that contains a failed cell (1 04). Later, the contents of sticky compare register 
(142) are right shifted and a counter (144) is incremented once per shift cycle until the 
right most bit of the sticky compare register (142) contains a 1 or until N shift cycles 
have completed, whichever occurs first (figures 1 & 3, column 5 lines 38-column 6 line 
27). 

Hill does not explicitly teach the determination of a minimum amount of post 
production testing required on the IC device to achieve optimum reliability of the IC 
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device. Hill, however, teaches that the counter (144) contains the encoded RAM 
redundancy map value MAP and loaded into a non-volatile storage (146) (column 6 
lines 3-10). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the Invention was 
made to realize that Hill's IC also including the feature of determining a minimum 
amount of post production testing required on the IC to achieve the reliability of the IC. 
One having ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to realize so because the RAM 
redundancy map is later dSecoded and constructed from the contents of the register 
(146) for correcting memory array (102) (column 6 lines 16-27). 

Claim 2: 

Hill does not explicitly teach the testing is stress testing. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to realize that Hill's BIST engine (130) would have been 
comprised the features of stress testing for testing the memory an-ay (102). One having 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to realize so because testing a memory array 
in an IC by using stress test is well-known in the art. 

Claim 3: 

Hill teaches that N columns (COL[0], .... C0L[n-1]) of the array (102) can be 
activated (figure 1, column 4 lines 9-13). 
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Claim 4: 

Hill teaches a redundant column (COL[N]) is implement adjacent to the N-lth 
column of memory array (102) (figure 1 , column 4 lines 13-17; column 6 lines 39-42). 

Claims 5-6: 

Due to the similarity of claims 5-6 to claims 2-3, these claims are also rejected 
under the same rationale applied against claims 2-3. 

Claims 7-12: 

Claims 7, (8-9 & 11-12) and 10 are rejected for reasons similar to those set forth 
against claims 1, (2-3) and 4, respectively. 

Claim 13: 

Hill teaches that the sticky compare register (142), which corresponds to the 
column in the memory array (102), is set to "1" when a mismatch occurs. Then the 
contents of the sticky compare register 9142) are right-shifted and a counter (144) is 
incremented once per shift cycle, until N shift cycles have completed (column 5 lines 54- 
column 6 line 7). 

Claims 14-15: 

Due to the similarity of clalnns 14-15 to claims 2-3, these claims are also rejected 
under the same rationale applied against claims 2-3. 
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Claim 16: 

This claim is similar to claim 1 except that the features are in instructions which 
being stored in computer program product. Hill, however, teaches that the BIST engine 
(13) can be firmware (column 5 lines 40-41). 

Claims 17-18 and 20-21: 

Due to the similarity of claims (17-18 & 20-21 ) to claims 2-3, these claims are 
also rejected under the same rationale applied against claims 2-3. 

Claim 19: 

Hill's sticky compare register (142) will contain a "1" in the bit corresponding to 
column C0L[1] if C0L[1] is determined to be the only defective column (column 6 lines 
27-32). 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christine T. Tu whose telephone number is (571 )272- 
3831 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur. 8:30am-6:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert DeCady can be reached on (571)272-3819. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications nnay be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2133 
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